DRAFT

MEPA/NEPA/HB495 GENERIC CHECKLIST

PART I. PROPOSED ACTION DESCRIPTION

1.

2.

Type of Proposed State Action_Partial Funding of Stream Channel Restoration

Name, Address and Phone Number of:
agency)

Flathead Conservation District, 30 Lo
(406) 752-4220

If Applicable:
Estimated Construction/Corn

Estimated Completion
Current Status of Proj

(d) Floodplain . ....... _.D acres
. 0 acres

.... 0 acres (e) Productive:
irrigated cropland . . . _Q acres
pace/Woodlands/ dry cropland ...... _1 acres
ation ... _Q acres forestry ......... _0 acres
rangeland ........ _0 acres
Wetlands/Riparian other ........... _0 acres

Areas ...... _D acres



10.

Map/site plan: attach an original 8 %" x 11" or larger section of the most
recent USGS 7.5' series topographic map showing the location and boundaries
of the area that would be affected by the proposed action. A different map
scale may be substituted if more appropriate or if required by agency rule. If
available, a site plan should also be attached.

Map attached. Copy of private consultant’s report of recommendations is also
included.

Narrative Summary of the Proposed Action or Project in e Benefits and

Purpose of the Proposed Action.
To repair and stabilize streambank direc

channel and out of a man-made bypas
reduce bank erosion, sedimentation, and

additional jurisdiction.

(a) Permits:
Agency Name

MFWP
USACOE

Funding

(b)

ing or Additional Jurisdictional Responsibilities:
Type of Responsibility

tershed Consulting, LLP (Igor Suchomel, Private Consultant)



PART Il. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

A. Evaluation of the Impacts of the Proposed Action Including Secondary and Cumulative Impacts on the Physical and Human

Environment:

\ PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
1. LAND RESQURCES IMPACTS Can Impacts
Be Comment
Will the proposed action result in: Potentially Mitigated * Index
Unknown* None Minor* Significant*
a. Soil instability or changes in geologic substructure? X
b. Disruption, displacement, erosion, compaction, moisture loss, X

or over-covering of soil which would reduce productivity or
fertility?

c. Destruction, covering or modification of any unique geologic or
physical features?

d. Changes in siltation, deposition or erosion patterns that may
modify the channel of a river or stream or the bed or shore of a
lake?

e. Other: _

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effects on L.

A. Proposed action will return flow to historic channel improving strea

on and sedimentation.

additional pages of narrative if needed):

2. AIR IMPACTS Can Impacts
Be Comment
Will the proposed acti Potentially Mitigated * Index
: None | Minor* Significant*
a. Emission of air pollutant X
b. Creation of objectionable X
c. Alteration of air movemen X
any change in climate, ei
d. Adverse effects getation, includin o increased X
emissions of pollutants?
a. Other: X

Narrative Desc

*Include an attachment with a narrative explanation describing the scope an% level of impact.

has not or cannot be evaluated.

If the impact is unknown, explain why the unknown impac’



PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT (continued)

3. WATER IMPACTS Can Impacts
Be Comment

Will the proposed action result in: Potentially Mitigated * Index

Unknown* None Minor* Significant*
a. Discharge into surface water or any alteration of X o
surface water quality including but not limited to
temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity or pathogens?
b. Changes in drainage patterns or the rate and amount X

of surface runoff?

c. Alteration of the course or magnitude of flood water or
other flows?

d. Changes in the amount of surface water in any water
body or creation of a new water body?

e. Exposure of people or property to water related
hazards such as flooding?

f. Changes in the quality of groundwater?

. Changes in the guantity of groundwater?

h. Increase in the risk of contamination of surface or
groundwater?

l. Violation of the Montana Non Degradation Statute?

j. Effects on any existing water right or reservation?

k. Effects on other water users as a result of any
alteration in surface or groundwater quality?

I. Effects on other users as a result of any alteration in
surface or groundwater quantity?

m. Other:

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative surces (Attach additional pages of narrative if needed):

*Include an attachment with a narrative explanation describing the scope and level of impact. If the impact is unknown, explain why the unknown impact
has not or cannot be evaluated.



PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT (continued)

4. VEGETATION IMPACT Can Impacts
Be Comment
Mitigated * Index

Potentially
Unknown® None | Minor* Significant*

Will the proposed action result in:

a. Changes in the diversity, productivity or abundance of plant X
species (including trees, shrubs, grass, crops, and aquatic plants)?

b. Alteration of a plant community? X
c. Adverse effects on any unique, rare, threatened, or endangered X
plant species?

d. Reduction in acreage or productivity of any agricultural land? X

o. Establishment or spread of noxious weeds?

f. Other:

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effects on Vege e if needed):

*Include an attachment with a narrative explanation describing the scope and level of impact. If the impact is unknown, explain why the unknown impact
has not or cannot be evaluated. 5



PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

5. FISH/WILDLIFE

Will the proposed action result in:

IMPACT

Unknown*

None

Minor*

Potentially
Significant®

Can Impact
Be
Mitigated *

Comment
Index

a. Deterioration of critical fish or wildlife habitat?

b. Changes in the diversity or abundance of game animals or
bird species?

c. Changes in the diversity or abundance of nongame species?

d. Introduction of new species into an area?

e. Creation of a barrier to the migration or movement of
animals?

f. Adverse effects on any unique, rare, threatened, or
endangered species?

g. Increase in conditions that stress wildlife populations or
limit abundance (including harassment, legal or illegal harvest
or other human activity)?

h. Other: _

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effects on Land:|

(Attach additional pages of narrative if needed):

Can IBr:pact Comment
. d
Minor® Potentially Mitigated * fostex
Significant*

a. Increases in existing noise |

b. Exposure of people to serve

*Include an attachment with a narrative explanation describing the scope am‘l6 level of impact. If the impact is unknown, ex|

has not or cannot be evaluated.

plain why the unknown impact




HUMAN ENVIRONMENT

7. LAND USE IMPACT
Can Impact Comment

Be
. . . i ez Ind
Will the proposed action result in: Unknown* None Minor* SI:Z:;:::Z' Mitigated * ex

a. Alteration of or interference with the productivity or X
profitability of the existing land use of an area?

b. Conflicted with a designated natural area or area of X
unusual scientific or educational importance?

c. Conflict with any existing land use whose presence X
would constrain or potentially prohibit the proposed
action?

d. Adverse effects on or relocation of residences?

e. Other: ___

:of narrative if needed):

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effects on Land Res

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
st e

8. RISK/HEALTH HAZARDS

Can Impact
) Be

Minor* Potentsty Mitigated*
Significant*

Comment
Index

Will the proposed action result in:

a. Risk of an explosion
(including, but not limite:
radiation) in the event of
disruption?

X
X
hazard?
d. Other: ___ X

ilative and Secondary Effects on Land Resources (Attach additional pages of narrative if needed):

Narrative Descriptioti:and Evaluation of the Cut

*Include an attachment with a narrative explanation describing the scope and level of impact. If the impact is unknown, explain why the unknown impact
has not or cannot be evaluated. 7



HUMAN ENVIRONMENT

9. COMMUNITY IMPACT
i Can Impact
Be Comment
Will the proposed action result in: Unknown® None Minor* Potentially Mitigated * Index
Significant*
a. Alteration of the location, distribution, density, or X
growth rate of the human population of an area?
b. Alteration of the social structure of a community? X
¢. Alteration of the level or distribution of employment or X
community or personal income?
d. Changes in industrial or commercial activity? X
e. Increased traffic hazards or effects on existing X
transportation facilities or pattems of movement of people
and goods?
f. Other: ___ X

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effects on Land Re:

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
10. PUBLIC SERVICES/TAXES/UTILITIES

Can Impact

facilities, roads or other public maintenance, water uuppiy.:
sewer or septic systems, solid waste disposal, health, or:
other governmental services? If any, specify:

Be Comment
H H in* 2 POteﬂﬁB"Y Mitigated * Index
Will the proposed action result in: Significant® 9
a. Have an effect upon or result in a need for new or
altered governmental services in any of the following
areas: fire or police protection, schools, parks/recreational

b. Have an effect upon th
revenues? ;

c. Result in a need for ne gubstantial X
alterations of any of the follo

natural gas, other fuel supply or di

communications?

d. Result in increased us X
e. Other: __ X

Narrative Descrip nd Evaluation of the Cul

*Include an attachment with a narrative explanation describing the scope and level of impact. If the impact is unknown, explain why the unknown impac!

has not or cannot be evaluated.

ative and Secondary Effects on Land Resources (Attach additional pages of narrative if needed):




11. AESTHETICS/RECREATION IMPACT* Can Impact
Be CTr:jment
2 : ine . Potentially Mitigated * ndex
Will the proposed action result in: Unknown* None Minor* Significant® 9
a. Alteration of any scenic vista or creation of an X
aesthetically offensive site or effect that is open to public
view?
b. Alteration of the aesthetic character of a community or X
neighborhood?
c. Alteration of the quality or quantity of X
recreational/tourism opportunities and settings? (Attach
Tourism Report)
d. Other: __ X

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effects on Land Resourc, of narrative if needed):

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT (continued)
12. CULTURAL/HISTORICAL RESOURCES

Can Impacts
Be Comment
Mitigated * Index

Potentially

Will the proposed action result in: Sitficant®

a. Destruction or alteration of any site, structure or object of
prehistoric, historic, or paleontological importance?

b. Physical change that would affect unique cultural or historic

c. Effects on existing religious or sacred uses of a site or

d. Other:

Narrative Description and Evdqaﬁon of the Cumulati istorical Resources (Attach additional pages of narrative if needed):

*Include an attachment with a narrative explanation describing the scope and level of impact. If the impact is unknown, explain why the unknown impact
has not or cannot be evaluated.



SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
13. SUMMARY EVALUATION OF SIGNIFICANCE IMPACT

Will the proposed action, considered as a whole:

Can Impacts
Be Comment

Potentially Mitigated ® ndax

Unknown® | None | Minor* | Significant®

a. Have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? (A X
project or program may result in impacts on two or more separate resources -
which create a significant effect when considered together or in total.)

b. Involve potential risks or adverse effects which are uncertain but extremely X
hazardous if they were to occur?

c. Potentially conflict with the substantive requirements of any local, state, or X
federal law, regulation, standard or formal plan?

d. Establish a precedent or likelihood that future actions with significant X
environmental impacts will be proposed?

e. Generate substantial debate or controversy about the nature of the impacts
that would be created?

f. Other:

f narrative if needed):

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effects on Cultural/ rces (Attach

*Include an attachment with a narrative explanation describing the scope an1déevel of impact. If the impact is unknown, explain why the unknown impact

has not or cannot be evaluated.



Description and analysis of reasonable alternatives (including the no action alternative) to the proposed action whenever

alternatives are reasonably available and prudent to consider and a discussion of how the alternatives would be implemented:

No Action Alternative: The man-made channel and flood flows have contributed to significant erosion of bank and sediment
deposition to the streambed. By not repairing and restoring natural streambank and course, erosion will continue.

or another government

3. Evaluation and listing of mitigation, stipulation, or other control me

rceable by the ag
agency: :

of “and, given the complexity and the seriousness of the
environmental issues a ith th i of public involvement appropriate under the circumstances?

The entire project i property. The project has been reviewed by MFWP,A FCD, and private

individuals. The most
6. Duration of comment

N/A

f the Person(s) Responsible for Preparing the EA:

11



PART lll. NARRATIVE EVALUATION AND COMMENT

The proposed action will improve stream conditions and function. Without action, the negative impacts to water and habitat
quality will continue.

REV 2/94
MEPA.GEN -
(REF:MD035-98.wpd)

12
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WATERSHED  CONSULTING, LLP

TR
643 Fulkerson Lane, Polson, Montana 59860 * (406) 883-2899; 4811
Fax: (406) 883-6610 E-mail: WatershedC@aol.com

l. Suchomel, M.A., Hydrologist/Vodnik
S. Buckley, M.S., Geologist/Geomorphologist
Jim Rokosch, B.S., Aquatic Biolagist

December 3, 1996
Mark Deleray
MT F;sh ‘Wildlife & Parks
490. N Mendlan Road
Kahspell MT 59901

Re: . Flsher Rlver - Austrn l\donk’s place
{Dear Mark

Here is a conceptual evaluation and proposal to alleviate erosion at Fisher River on Mr.
Monk’s place Due to the amount of snow on the ground, | would like to visit the site once more
dunng spring to ascertain detalls of the proposed rehabilitation.

Evalug;log

The Fisher River at the site is a highly meandenng E type meadow stream; estimates of
bankfull wrdth. depth and entrenchment could not been made because of snow and ice.

Mr Monk has apparently cut-off several meanders thus increasing local slope and a very
senous danger of streambed downcuttmg and headcutting. So far, majority of observable erosion

_has occurred ona hlgh tenace‘f’ lobe, composed of silt and fine sand, through which the straightened

"channel runs Last year’s extreme floods deﬁnltlvely contrlbuted to the magnitude of the erosion;
regular spnng runoff (bankfull flow) would not have reached the hlghly erodible terrace lobe. The
onglnal channel appears in good conditions.

y - An attempt by Mr Monk to return the flow to the original channel has failed because of
combmatxon of lnsufﬁclent desxgn and extreme floods of the past runoff.

" The most senous long-term problem is the potential for headcut due to the increase of slope
in the cut-off channel Such incision would impact the stream upstream to the next hard grade
control. The immediate problem is the erosion and delivery of fine sediment downstream.
Rehabrhtatlon nroposal )

The river should be returned to the ongmal channel, the cut-off channel should be fiiled,




and the cut-slopes of the lobe re-sloped to 3:1 gradient.
Where the cut-off channel takes off the original one, the meander needs to be reshaped to —
larger curvature radius, and buried, rock-weighted rcotwad revetments used to stabilize the
outside bank. About six large rootwads with 8-foot plus long stems sheuld suffice. About 15 feet
upstream of the channel split, the fill in the cut-off channel needs to be faced with recks extending
into the banks to prevent potential headcut in a case of another extreme flood.
Material for the cut-off channel fill can come from the re-sloping of the terrace lobe. The
channel fill needs to reach the average relief of the meadow bottom. Tree stems should be half-
buried into the fill to increase roughness and flow resistance. The whcle site then needs to be re-

seeded with appropriate grass mix.

Time and expense estimates:

a) A visit and detailed plan preparation: 2 days @ $450/day + expenses $1,000
b) Work supervision: 2 days @ $450/day + expenses  $1,000
c) Constructicn: 1 day backhce, 2 days cat cor front-end lcader

d) Rootwad + rcck (30 3-foct rocks) delivery:1 day ?

An untrained local operatcr, perhaps Mr. Mcnk himself, should be atle to do the work with a
supervision. It may be possible to save a day cnitems a) and b). The delivery of rcotwads and rcck
can be best addressed by the landowner and the Conservation District, since they are familiar with
local sources; we would be glad to help with this step if needed. The werk should be finished kefcre
next runoff. '

If you have any questicns, please give us a call.

Sincerely,
(7 Q—’\_

Igor Suchcmel



